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A SOCIOSEMIOTIC VIEW OF THE GRASP OF LANGUAGE AT REALITY:
THE LEXICAL FIELD 'AESTHETIC JUDGEMENT'

WOLFGANG KUOHLWEIN
University of Trier
Centre Universitaire de Luxembourg

The research aim is the eclucidation of the lexical field 'Acsthetic
Judgement' (besuty’ of humsn beings) in English and French. As
oppossd to a merely systsmic linguistic or an exclusively psycho~
Hnguistic ressarch method for cross-cultursl studiss, a socioscmiotic
view is developed, which affects both perceptunl strategics concorning
the research objects, and the resesrch method. It complics with a2
conception of Hn which integrstes what is often calied 'spplied’
Hnguistics and theoretical linguistics on the basis of an encompassing
normative philosophy of science.

ED343388

1. Introduction: Object, Method, Aim

On the one hand, our object of ressarch is old and well-known: & lexieal
field, a set of ‘synonyms', the Franch and EBnglish terms for sesthetic
judgement, for 'besuty’. For reasons of space we restrict our investigation
to besuty as assigned to human beings.

On the other hand. the sngle under which we look at our object of
rescorch is not a traditional one but rather a cross-language sociosemiotic
view. What is that? It refers to the determining impsct which sociosemiotic
factors oxert upon the ways in which different languages, different
speech-communities, cope with reality respectively a part of reality, here
rbeauty’.

Tracing the grasp of langusges at reality down to sociosemiotic pro-
perties mesns going beyond the semantically defined referentinl axis
word/thing when constituting our abject of research. This shift will have
to affect our research methodology correapondingly, to insure adeguscy.
We admit to adhere to s neo-Ksntion philosophical position: it is one's
point-of-view thst determines what one can seo, it is one’s theorotical and
methodolngical spprosch that determines what one's object of resesrch
reveals.
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ifore we shall refrain from going deeper into the question as to what
extent different points of view respectively different research methods
affect not only one's concept of reality (‘Weltbild') but also reality itself
(Kuhn 1876: 49ff.; 1977)., Whether light presents itself ss material, {e. as
corpuscles, or whether it presents itself as immaterisl, fe. as a wavs,
entirely depends on the respective theory and method of investigation
spplied. Another example, perhaps better known among lingulsts: whether
language presents itself us ergon or as energela depends on whether we
upply structural-taxonomic or generative approaches to its investigation.

As @ conseguence, spplying a sociosemiotic view to the analysis of &
facet of the relstionship botween languages and reality will not merely be a
decision of method but will in the first instance exert constitutive power
on the object of research.

The sociosemjotic view will also determine the ‘ultimate' research aims,
the finslizations, to which the results of the investigation can be put.

»

2. '‘AppMed Linguistics', 'Theoretical Linguistics’, and the Sociosemiotic
View

2.1, Spesking of 'ultimate’ research alms presupposes o grading/stageing
of alms. What cen be considered z legitimate research aim of language
study depends on the kind of philosophy of sclence with which one is
willing to side. Is it s descriptive one or a normative one? (As for the
besring of this distinction on lingustic research, c<f. Kdhiwein 1987a
includes references to the basic philosophical MNterature.) The declsion
between descriptive and normative philosophy of science in turn determines
one's basic understanding of langusge study as to the relationship between
what is usually cslled theoreticsl linguistics (TL) and what has become to
be oslled spplied Mngulstics (AL). In Kiihiwein 1887a (Chs. 1 and 1) we
discussed the major current conceptions of this relationship.

- Therse is the paradigmatic conception. Higher 'spplied’ linguistic institu-
tions/departments sre established next to the traditionally existing
(thepretical) lnguistic/philological ones for the purpose of complying
with socially relevent desiderata like language tducstion, translsting snd
interpreting etc. Without bothering ebout philosophy of science the mere
tangibility of the goal-orfentedncss of what is done in these institu-
tions/centres is frequently tsken for sufflcent justification for the use of
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the lsbel 'spplied linguistics’ - though they usually cover a lttle fraction
of the large multi-faceted field of applied linguistics only.

This paradigmatic conception does not contribute towards elucidating the
relationship between TL and AL.

There is the inclusive conception, There is an increasing tendency
within a fair number of (theoretical) linguistic departments/congresses
towards including & wide range of applied linguistic ficlds/sections, in
particular distinctly  interdisciplinary ones. Wke psycho-, socio-,
neurolinguistics.

All too frequently, however, this inclusive relationship turns out tn br
rather formaliter than materialiter. The encompsssing framework is rarely
thematized. nor are the manifold feedbsck relations between TL and AL.

There is the derivative conception. It restricts TL to the actlvity of
forming geners] lnguistic theories and methods and would designate the
applications of these general linguistic theorles and mothods to the
anglysis of specific languages as 'spplied linguistics’, eg. the description
of the Spanish phonemic system ('AL') as derived from general phonemic
theory (*TL').

This conception of the relationship between TL ond AL nicely illustrates
the probicmaticity of goal-orientedness as the constitutive criterion for
AL {vs. TL). Of course, the analysis of the Spanish phoneme system
constitutes a legitimate linguistic research goal - justified by strengih of
a descriptive philosophy of science. Nevertholess most luguists would
hesitate cslling this snalysis ‘sppiied*’. Obviously AL reaches beyond
such research aims which merely rest on the justificatory power of @
descriptive philosophy of sclence. AL rather seems to base ity resvsrch
sims on the legitinizing power of s normative philosophy of science,
which yields what we called 'ultimste’ research nims above. As & conse-
guence we refute the distinction which is often roshly drswn by applied
linguists: AL = goal-oriented ys, TL = not goal-oriented. It is not @
matter of gosi-orientedness. Both AL snd TL gre, of course, gosl-orient-
ed. What, sctuaily, differs, is the fustificatory basis of the gosls, and
its scope.
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- There is the sdversory conception. It equates Tinguistics' with theory
("linguistics proper’), and AL with practice (linguistics improper'!), and
opposes both to esch other. The seemingly clear distinction between
‘pure sclence' and 'technology’, between the descriptions of nature and
the uses to which these descriptions are put, provided the (false!)
analogy .

All four conceptions share one feature: the relationship between TL
and AL is regarded as non-convergent.

We oppose an intergral conception of the relationship between TL and
AL

- which will do justice to both descriptive and normative philosophy of
sclonce, snd

- which will sllow for the grading/stegeing of lnguistic resesrch aims as
required above.

Rather than basically opposing TL to AL on whatever dublous grounds
(s.a.) we concelve of 'linguistics’ ss a discipline in which theory-formation
snd application constitute components of an integral entirety. This view
requires that two well-cherished idees are given up:

- TL is not any longer seen a» a sejf-contained activity which is carried
out for its own sake exclusively. Like other sclances which like to call
themseives 'pure' sciences, TL will have to admit thst the Archimedean
point, from which ‘pure' science expects to unhinge the world, sctually,
does not exist. 'Pure' sciences and along with them TL share in the task
of demystifying the world (cf. Brunkhorst 1878) - but what should not
be forgotten is the fact that both 'pure’ scisnces snd TL aro, of course,
themselves purt of this world. They do not operate from some distantly
removed place outside. They sre themselves subject to the constraints of
this world. whose demystification is their task, subject to socisl deter-
mination - which so frequently is negated for thess disciplines, and Is
seen as » characteristic of sppHed/technological disciplines only,

- As for AL. the humus-theory will have to be dismissed, which concelves
of spplications as mere post-featum sclivities, which emanate from TL in
8 kind of trial-and-error 'fertilixing’ sttempts - and which therefore have
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s0 often falled In mesting the demands of existing longusge-related
areas, whose problems the spplications are supposed to solve.
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Figure 1. Proposed relationship of TL and AL in the linguistic resesrch
Process.

At first sight it might be surprising thst in the above system the term
'appied linguistics' does not show up, whereas Hnguistic theory-formation
retains o central position. Nor should the term 'finalizing component' be
mistaken for o mere (perhsps idiosyncratic) exchsnging of labels, for a
mere substitute for "spplied component’. The trichotomy of the system {for
its development outside lMnguistics cf. Bdhme et al. eds, 1978) entoils o
thorough-going and comprebensive change ns opposed to the following
traditions) relationship:

{Theoretical) ungum!cn} vs, ] Applied Linguistics }

Figure 2. The traditional relationship.
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in the system which we propase in Figure 1, 'lingulstics’ is not equi-
volent with TL. Instead ‘Haguistics’ comprises, among othor components,
TL (clinguistic theory-dynemics) as one necessary component. What i
usually called the ‘applied’ aspect of linguistic research comes in in the
two components which frgme the theory-dynamic one:

- There is the constitutive componsnt. It thematizes what !5 considered
important enough to bs investigated, and how this selection is deter-
mined - @ priorl prodblems which depend on sociopolitical-historical ete,
conditions - and which thus is not legitimized language-internally but
externilly; in other words, the legitimation of this component is derived
from the problems which socloty faces, from the needs of man; in other
worda, the justification of the constitutive component of lingulstics s
based on & normative, soclally orlented, phllosophy of sclence. (For a
more detsiled treatment, cf., Kihiwein 1957a.)

- There is the finalizing component. It also is determined normativaly, it
slso is socially oriented. Two charapferistics clearly distinguish it from
the above-mentioned trial-and-error humus-theory of ‘spplicstion’, and it
is not synonymous with 'practice’ elther:

~ The finslizing component is designed in such a way as to develop
specialized theories for practical purposes such as understanding &
foreigh language, vocabulary teaching, therapy of specific speech
disorders, snd thousands of others.

- Looking st the finalixing component as following geners! theory-dy-
namics does not at 81l reveal its entire nature. Of course, specislized
{finalizing) theory-formation must be preceded by genersl theory-dyna-
mics; both, however, asre relsted to and by strength of this relation
determined by the - preceding - constitutive component., the dimension
of explsnatory, screening pre-theoretic intuitions, knowledge, and
beHefs of the resesrcher.

As for the theory-dynamic component of the linguistic research pro-
cess, the normative determinstion can only bear insofsr as theory-dynamics
is seen from the point-of-view of its being related with the two other
rescarch phases, constilution and finalisstion. Regardiess of this encom-
pussing normstive, externally legitimised fremework, linguistic theory-
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" dynamics, the competition of lenguage theories, can well proceed slong s
descriptive philosophy of sclence, je. it can well be legitimized internally.

One should also admit that now and then eppliceble 'fall~out' is pro-
duced by (descriptively motivated, i{e. soclally unconcerned) theory-dyna-
mies directly. Thut shortouts of this kind, which tend tc¢ disregard consti-
tutive snd finalizing (uormstive) considerntions, are not tov cffective,
Lowaver, can be {llustrated nicely by a comparison f{rom the realm of
naturul science, the development of fermentation resturch vs. thut of flow
dynamics (cf. BShme 1978). For s very long time the former wax primarily
determined by lssting internnl controversies among rivelling theories;
applicable results wers meagre. The latter, aero- snd hydrodynamics. on
the other hand, were chsracterized from their outset by o strong externsi
daetermination; this state of affairs 18d to an early development of mere or
less 'mature’ theories and, slong with them, to excellent finalizstion.

2,2. We return to our object of ressarch. the grasp of language ot n
section of reslity, 'beauty’. Among the linguistic approaches deveinped for
tasks lke this it seems ovident thast it is the soclosemiotic approuch which
complies best with the requirements set by a normative, externally legiti-
mated philosophy of sclence, which takes sccount of humsn and socisl
constraints. We shall briefly set it into relief agsinst other {older)
approaches.

- There is the spproach based on (snd restricied to) the conception of
language aa 8 system. As shown in Kihlwein 1987b (part 2) it ylelded
many valusbie lexicsl fleld studies, nearly all of them - despite dil-
ferences 8s to the underlying Hnguistic theories: structural ones,
stratificstions! ones, generative ones, ete. - following the same 'pars-
digm’' (in T.S. Kuhn's sense), being satisfled with descriptive justifico-
tion. Cross-langusge lexical fleld studies were scarce. and 50 were
endesvours to finalise.

- There {8 the deeper resching spproach that is based on the concoption
of lsnguage as knowledge snd traces formal-functional-grammatical dif-
ferences down to underlying conceptual strategies of mentsl processing
of reality. Agein, however, finalising considerations were rare.

The soclosemiotic approsch proposed herc is based on language as
bLehaviour. It is close to, but not equal to s pragmstic approsch to cross-
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Jauguage anolysis. As shown in Edhlwein (1987>) cross-language pragmatic
studies in the lexical area still have to cops with the prodlem of existence,
format, and psychological reality of o pragmatic deep structure as tertium
comparationis, and, after all, sre rather of s desuriptive than of an
explsnatory nature. Why?

Differences in the grasp of reality along different languages reflect
deeper possibllities and contrasts on s soclocultursl, anthropalinguistic,
othnolinguistic level. Each person, each object, each event, about
whom/which we communicets, has a potential of semiotic properties. Rlom-
bers of different societies/speech-communities make differing choices from
this lotent semiotic potentisl when perceilving - and what is actusiized from
latency by these processus differs sccordingly. There will be certain
setiotic properties which might kind of impose thomselves on mombers of
one speech-community, whereas the same propertios might remain com-
pletely unnoticed by members of other specch-communities. In & society
where women have to do most of the physical labour the property
‘hulkiness of physical steture' will scquire s high degree of semioticity
{and in addition be evaluated as very beautiful). In the fifties of our
century, when few Europesns only had been in a position to afford a
longer sesside or mountaln holiday, 'being tanned® hsd acquired high
semioticity. On the other hand in the Middle Ages, when women had to do
much cutdoor work, a» white (untanned) complexion was highly semiotic,
struck people immedistely, and got to be regarded ss = mejor constituent
of fomale besuty. Quite obviously, what is sctuslized from the semiotic
impact of s person/object/event, the semiotic thrust which he/she/it exerts
upon us, the different ways in which they affect our perception, determine
the cross-cultural differences of semiotic profiling - which will be reflected
accordingly on the linguistic plane. And as the lnguistic products of these
different perceptual strategies and mentsl processings are (at least more or
less) understsndsble among members of the same speech-community/society,
sheir ultimate csuses cannot solely lie on s psycholinguiatic level, but must
necessarily be of s social origin/nsture  processes of samjotisation varying
across societies: socicsemiotic processes. (As for the relation between this
use of ‘sociosemiotic’ to iialliday’'s use of the term, of. Kihiwein 1887b.)

The greot impact of o socicsemiotic view on the constitutior, of one's
object of research, the social, normstive, external determination which it
exerts, will have become apparent. What sbout its impect on finalization?
Without doudt., 8 strictly descriptively, internally motivated systemically
based lexicological study is legitimate for its own sake. As human beings
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we have got to ask how this world (ond language as one of its festures) is
structured. A soclosemiotically based study, however, extends beyond this
end (cf. above: Stageing/grading of sims). To revesl the determining
powars - here the sociosemjotic habits, constraints, forcos - behind gdif-
ferent languages means to got 8 better sccess to differences in perception
of the respective socleties/speech-communities. This better aoccess fto
perception can become a key to better comprohension. At this stoge the
various uses come into play, to which the results of a cross-language
sociosemlotic analysis can be put, eg. in foreign language learning/teach-
ing or in transiating or in interpreting, etc. Facllitation of, for inatance
forelgn Jangusge comprehension need not, however, be the 'ultimate’
finalisation: after all, it is an absolutely traditionsl and usual ‘application'.
Beyond this aim, better comprehension msy in turn well become a key for
better mutual understanding across cultures as an ‘uitimate’ finalization.
The chain ‘perception - comprehension - understanding' (for more details
cf. KOhlwein 1984) might explain our emphasis on the distinction between
finslisation and mere upplication. As opposed to so many kinds of ‘applica-
tion' true finalization is the consequent, deliberately planned, snd socially
legitimised result of research which from its very stort {constitutive
phsse!) is corried out under the ouspices of a likewise soclial, externsl
legitimation - methedically emboedied by a sociosemiotic view in our example.

3. The lexical field 'Aesthetic Judgement’

3.0. Aims,

We investigoted the lexemos for 'Besuty’ (B) of humsn beings in English
(E) and French (F). in the interest of the ultimate aim of coming to a
better mutual understanding we should be sbie to put esch actus! utter-
snce referring to B into rellel ageinst the overall inclination or
disinclination towards, respectively agsinst, sttributing or expressing B at
all, ie. its degree of its oversll semiotic relevance/importance in different
culturea/societies. Furthermore & propsr understanding of an actual
utterance referring to B can only be schisved on the basis of the - con-
sclous or suboonscious - knowledge about the sociossmiotic conditions that
must be mot to mssign B to somebody in a certsin cuiture (sociosemiotic
profiling).
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3.1. Tools and Froceduros.
The following lexomos were considered:

F: beau, chie, coquet, dlégant, dpatant (indlégant) joli 1 & (1sid), mignon
16, pimpant 1 d, ravissant &

E: beautiful 1 &, chic 1 J, comsly 1 d, dressy, elegsnt, glsmorous I d,
good-looking, gorgeous 1 d handsome 1 ¥ (inelegant), lovely I &
{plain), pretty [ o, smart (ugly), (unsightly)

(...) = antonyms; I © isrgely incompstible with 'female’; 1 &' largely in-
compatible with 'male'.

The atudy is corpus-based. There wera 563 French snd 773 English
informants of sll age groups (mainly, however, 30-33 ysars; sctually, the
age parameter did not yield significant differences).

A set of 11 parameters was sdministered to the B-lexemes, eg. E’
refined fentureg) vs. E rofined fouturn]. The nssessment for each test
question {eg. opposition tests like (... not ... dbut ...), or (... not
reaily ... but only ...)) for sach lexeme along esch parameter was done
by the informants slong 8 scale of evalustion ranging from ¢ 2 via + 1, 0,
- 1 to - 2. Altogether wo had 7,380 decision making acts for French. and
11,920 for English, which then were processed according to the ususi
quantitative linguistic procedures (fsctor snalywls, ’xz-testu. standard
velues, stendard derivotions, significant derivations, etc.).

The throe semiotically most relevant criteris according to which B is
sasigned to persons in both F and E seem to be (cf. flow chart below):

- the semantic roference of aesthetic judgement: either primarily to
clothing or to body (Parameters P 1 ond P 2)

~ aesthetic judgement itself:
- constitution (P 3)
- perfection (P 4)
~ harmony (P §)




- non-sesthetic judgement:
- physiologicsl preconditions:
- age (P 8)
- sex-typiclty (P 7)

- psychological preconditions:
- vanity (P 8)
- warm-heartedness (P 9)

- psychosomatic impression:
- naturalness (P 10)
- seriousness (P 11}

For further detalls concerning the cholce of lexemes, statistical
'machinery’, and numeric data-base cf. Nies (1979); for a preliminsry
compsrison of B in B and Cerman ¢f. Fries (1882); cf. also Ki hlweln
(198)).

3.2. Presentation and Discussion of Resuits

3.2.1. The overall inclination of wembers of the F speech-community
(France) towards attributing B Is far greater than thet of the E one
(Creat Britain). Fupthermore, in both speech-communities B is attested to
women considerably more frequently than to men. But the relstion bstween
explicitly ond positively attributing [+ 8] , on the one hand, snd
explicitly ststing the sbsence of B, ie. attributing E B] ., on the other,
equals 2 : 1 for women in Britain, whereas in France it equsls 4 : 1; snd
the only ereature that ends up with an overall dominance of [- B] is the
male in Britsin. The overall gradience {s:

F woman (fer shead of) B womgn (far sahesd of) F man (somewhst ahocad
of) E man.

We have also got some prelimlary Cerman (G) dsta which also revesl a
distinet predifection of + B for women as against - B, the exact
figures for the O speech-community (Federsl Republic) being somewhere
between the E and F ones; the absolute figures for the G women, how-
ever. are much lower than thoge for the F one. Futhermore, like the E
msn, the G man is cheracterized by an overall dominsnce of - B
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As for the bearings on our final sim, ‘detter understanding’, a brief
inference will suffice. Quite a basic command of F will engdble an B speak-
ing person (and vice versa) to comprehend sn utterance by which B is
attributed 1o somebody or by which B is denied. But what mottora beyond
this simple act of comprehension, what determines the true understanding
(here sociosemiotic significance) of such ar. utterance eg. for a ¥ speaking
person when expossd to B, is the obvious fact that the ‘value' of an actusl
uttersnce by which B f» attributed to & person in Britain is considerably
greater than that of the corresponding F uftterance in France, as the
sociosemiotic thrust of B turned out to be basically greater in F than in
E: the setting into relief against the basically lower level In B, on the
other hand, gives more markedness to the sctual utterance. Likewlse in all

other constellations,

$.2.2, Prom this 'macroscopic! look we will now turn to the ‘microscopic’
perspective, investigating the relevant sociosemiotic properties: parameters
P1-PI11.

Semantic reference to clothing[_f uﬂl-drenod] vs. body * good
physical sppearanca (P 1/P 3)

Thess two parameters have to be trested together as there are - differing
- mutual dependencies.

The semiotic thrust which emanates from being well-dressed can at the
same time trigger the effect which is caused by good physical appeirance
more easily in the P speech-community than in the E one. This holds true
in particular for women. Ststed more simply: for women in France adjec-
tives which psr se primarily refer to a state of deing well-dressed can
evoke an impression of physical B more easily than their B counterparts
can do. This triggering sffect manifosts itself in the opposite direction
even more clearly with P adjectives which per se primarily refer to good
physical appearance of & womsn. Likowise, a8 for E and ¥ men, F adjec-
tives which primarily refer to being well-dressed can evoke an impression
of good physicsl appesrance more easily than thelr E counterparts can do;
here, however, the difference between E and F is only siight, However,
the F speech-community evinces s stronger disinclination agsinst sssociat-
ing well-drersedness with sdjectives that primarily refer to good physical
appesrsnce of men than is done in the E spesch-community.
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The obvious conclualon is that sexspecificity plays s consideradbly more
impurtant role for the contrest P 1 and P2 in F than it does in 7

PO

As for the reslization of this sociosemiotic contrast all F B-sdjectives
used for men can 8lso be used for women, whenung_. mignon, épatant,
pimpant, ravissant are lar;ely insppropriate to denote for men. In E

sngsome 18 1nappropriate for women, pretty, comely, glamorous, lovely to

8 wide extent slso go_g%x% and ¢ are Inappropriate lor men. As
regards these two fairly clearly profifed semantic poles both lsnguages are
fairly similar. The distinctions noticed above derive from the large area of
sdjectives which sre compatible with both male and female: chie, §§uet.
dlégant, beau in F. snd elegant, smart, good-looking. and dressy in E.

Constitution [ refined vs. coarse festureg] (P 3)

These properties sre also treated in very different ways in both cultures.
In the F speech-community there is a strong tendency towards attributing
such B-adjectives which primarily refer to physical D on the basis of

refincd features. In cases of coarse features a striking tendency is mani-
fested in the F spesch-community to sttribute B-adjectives nevertheless.
But the adjectives chosen in these coses mainly are thuse which otherwise
primerily refer to clothing. In the E speech-community the difference of
the semiotic impact of refined vs. coarse festures on the use of such
B-udjectives which primarily refer to clothing is Jower; they are used with
squal frequency both along with refined 8snd along with cosrse features.
Morcover the E speech-community shows & stronger tendency towards
sttributing such B-adjectives, which Ppricerily refer to good physical
sppesrance, despite coarse features - ‘besutiful’, however. being except-
ed.

The thrust of the differentiation refined vs. coarse features seems to

be stronger in the F society than in the E one.

Perfection [3 consummate outer nppearancq:] (P 4)

As to the relevancy of this paramoter, the E snd the F speech-community
differ grestly, too. Perfection triggers such B-adjectives which primarily
vefer to the state of clouthing in F much more eesily then in E, where in
turn perfection triggers sdjectives referring to physical B slightly more
essily than in F. particularly for the E male.

The risk. not to be calied chic, alegant, smart despite a perfect appesr- '
suce is much greoter in E than in F, wher® SI6gant will probably be attri-
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buted; on the other hand. a person of less perfect sppesrance will hardly
be called unchic or inclegant in E.

Perfection seems to be re important in F then in E for the stiri-
bution of B-sdjectives which primarily refer to clothing. But the chances
of being sssigned B-edjectives which primarily refer to physical appearanuce
are higher for s perfoctly sppearing person in E (especially for the E
male) than in F.

Consequently the risk not to be called good-iooking, retty or beauti-
ful despite s perfect appearsnce is much lower in then In F f(or eg.

benu, foli, mignon.

This tendeney to relate perfection rather to physical sppesrance in E
seems to be even stronger for the male than for the woman.

Harmony [3 harnony of agEnr_angl (P 3)

This feature turns out to be much more relevant for the conception of B in
F than in E, especielly as regards clothing; in E even lack of harmony can
well go along with B-adjectives which primarily refer to clothing feirly
ensily, whercas in F lsck of harmony more or less excludes B-adjectives
which primorily refer to clothing; in the Iatter respect both F ond E sre
somewhat more lenient with men then with women.

Obviously lack of harmony of sppesrance is more striking to members
of the F speech-community than to those of the E speech-community.

Age [z looking one's agy (mid-_agg)] (P 6)

This parometer also reveals fairly clesr distinctions. Whereas the F
speech-community is falrly generous in assigning B-adjeetives (in parti-
cular such ones which primarily refer to clothing - politeness!) 1o women
who look their age, the E spech-community tends to be rather harsh
towards women who try to look younger than they are.

The F man - especislly if he does not look his age -~ is treated more
harshly than the respective F women, but still moure lenlently than the
respective E men, who in turn is treated slightly more leniently than the E
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woman. Altogether in this respect F is rather generous to the womsn, E
being scmewhat more lenient with the man,

Sexually typical sppesrance B feminine/masculine Sookinﬂ P7

As one will have expected, this parameter has high semiotic power in both
speech-comniunitics: no B-adjectives if no sex-typicity of women in both E
and F; for men: a distinctly male appearance essily svokes such B-adjec-
tives which primarily refer to good physicsl appearance in both E snd F;
there is only a slight evocation of such adjectives which primorily refer to
clothing 8s far as E men are concerned; for the F woman, however, this
feature can evoke such primarily clothing-oriented adjectives fairly easily.

Vanity B the intention to impress by a good lppelranccﬂ (P 8)

This paremeter mainly affects those B-adjoctives which primarily refer to
clothing. Being foirly relevent for the F womsn and - somewhst less - for
the F man, it is next to irrelevent for both women and man in the E
speech-community .

Warm-hoartednoss * amablo, warm-heerted, friendly] (P 9)

On the whole the F speech-community rescts somewhat stronger towsrds
this parameler; it has o slightly positive effect on evoking such F adjec-
tives which msinly refer to good physicol appesrance.

Naturalness [.3 natural, unassuming vs. well-groomed, cumvateq] (P _10)

What is striking here is the observation that the F speech-community seems
to react more sensitively towsrds both natural and cultivated sppesrance:
B-adjectives which primarily refer to good physical sppearance are trig-
gered both by natursl and by cultivated appearance very easily for the F
womsn; for the F man, E women and men, these sdjectives are more easily
compatible with [_o cultivatad] than with [* nnunﬂ. but the respective
correlations are weaker than for the F woman. Furthermore in F there is a
strong correlation of cultivated appearance with such B-adjectives which
primarily refer to clothing, especiully with women.
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Seriousness L: serious, earnest vs. cheerful, serene] (P 11)

The significance of this feature for th :vocation of B-apdjectives is rather
jow in both sSpeech-communities, What can be seen most clearly is the in-
fluence of [} cheerful, »erenej on the evocotion of such B-adjectives which
primarity refor to good physical appearance for the woman in the F speech-
community.

3.2.3. A cross-language comparison of the relative relevoncy of these
socioseriotic properties should take into sccount the following distinction:

- adlectives that go with both male and female
- adjectives which are completely or at least highly incompatible with one
of the sexes.

lNow we cap set up a Separate hierarchical list for esch of these two
groups of odjectives, showing the relative pouwer of the various sovio-
semiotic properties 85 to the evoestion of B-adjectives (sce Figure 4},

A somewhnt detailed comporstive discussion concerning the msor
differences snd similarities scross languages is given in Rithlwein 1983 (14
ff.). Without going into the manifold detnils herc we can infer {rom the
criterin) list as given by figure 4:

As for the attribution of B-pdjectives marked ns compatible with both
mele and femsle, the F speech-community allows for s far wider scope of
both sesthetic and extra-aesthetic (Physiological, psychologiesi, psycho-
somatic) judgements, when women are concerned. Within the E speech-com-
munity the spectrum of properties which can evoke this group of B-adjec-
tives is even somewhat broader for the man than for the woman. In the E
speech-community the sttribution of these B-adjectives seems to follow s
more clesrly profiled imuge of the woman, whercos in the F speech-com-
munity it seems to be much more strongly oriented sccording to the
specific person concerned, os can especiully be seen from the occasionsl
agdmittonce of sbsolutely contrary properties.

As for the attribution of B-adjectives moarked as (highly) incompatible
with ecither nmlc or fcmale, psychosomstic properties (like naturnalness,

seriousnness/cheerfulness) motter much more in the case of women in the F
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F ;unpaﬂbh :E compatible F thighly) incom~ E {highly) incom~
patible with o patible with o
fank  § o 2 d $ & ? a
1 <cloth, +cloth. +cloth. -sex typ, 4sex typ. <matural sperf, -58X typ,
2 -natural ~neatural 41,0.age  ~natural srefined +refined 58X typ. *PhYS.APP.
festures features
3 evanity +perf, +vanity +cloth, +cloth, -sax typ. |+cloth. +refined
features
4 -harmony +vanity ~natural +perf. +harmony  -natural +vanity *perf.
§ +natural +harmony |+perf. +vanity +phys.app. *perf. +phys.spp. +vanity
8 eperf. ~rafined +phys.app. #H.o.age -sarious -serions +refined +harmony
features features
T +l.o.sge “l.0.ag® -refined -vanity sparf. +phys.app.|+l.o.ege ~natural
- festures
8 +harmony -vanity refined sphys.app. | -natural +sharmony | -nstural +1.0.89%
features
9 -werm- -sex 1yp. [+sex typ. erefined +vanity +vanity =-vanity +clothing
hearted features
10 -l.o.sge +phys.app.| ~vanity =perf. -refined -l.0.age +nstural -vanity
features
11 sseriouws -l.o.age ~-parf. ~harmony +natural ~hermony |+harmony +sex typ.
12 -perf. ~-serious -hsrmony  +sex typ. -vnnity scloth. ~-1.0.ag® -refinsd
features
18  +sex typ. -~perf. -l.0.age +harmony *warm- ~vanity -perf, ~parions
hearted
14 -refined ~hsrmony {+harmony ensturs! ~per{, swarm- +warm- SWArm-
{eaturss hearted hearted hearted
15  ~vanity +natural snatural ~l.o,age #,0.ap0 -per{. -refined ~warm
features hearted
18  ephys.spp, +warm- +waArm- -rofined -l.o.age -refined -harmony  -perf.
hearted hearted features features
17 -serious +serious +serious swarm- ~harmony  +serious -sarious -harmony
hearted
18 swarm- ~warm- ~serious  -serious ssoricus  +sex typ. | +serious  +natursl
hearted hearted
12  <+refined +refined ~warm- ssarious ~Warm- -warm- -warm- +sarious
features festures hearted heart hearted hearted
20  -sex typ. +sex typ. |-sex typ. -werm- -sex typ. +l.0.sge -gloth, -l.o.age
heartsd
21 -phys.spp. -phys.spp.| -cloth. ~cloth. -gloth, ~cloth. -sex typ. ~cloth.
32  -cloth. =-gcloth -phys.spp. -phys.app. | -Pbys.app. -phys.app.| -phys.spp. -phys.spp.
besu, chic, coquet, dressy, slegant, joli, mignon, besutiful, chie,

dlégant, épatant

axcluded

good-looking
smart handsome

pimpant, ravissant

Figure 4. Oversll hilrarchy of sociosemiotic properties as to the evoestion of
B-adjectives
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coouly, glamorous,
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speech-community than in the case of women in the E one, As for men
sesthetic proporties (constitution, perfection, harmony) can cause the
sssignoent of this group of adjectives more essily in the F speech-~
community than in the E one, and even more easlly than for the woman in
the E speech-community.

3.3.4. Cross-language studies have been wrestling with all kinds of
equivalences with more or less success: formal ones. derivational-semantic
ones. parsphrasea, translationsl ones, functionsl-communicative ones. What
can definftely be concluded from our study is the certointy that there is
no such thing as ‘socloseniotic equivalence' either. This insight will serve
a9 a soclosemiotic safeguard agsinst false friends like ‘elle est trés
chic/dMganie vs. she is quita chic/slegant.’ But, what {s more important,.
it will make us Jook out for the peculisrities of sociosemiotic profiling in a
differsnt culture before assessing an utterance in the respoctive forcign
langusge. What might be s sociosemiotic norm in one culture/longuage <an
essily turn out to be sociosemiotically marked or deviant in snother
culture/language - despite formal, functional or any other equivolenccs or
pseudo-equivalences.
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